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1 INTRODUCTION & PURPOSE

The UnitedStatesAgency for International Development§AID/Lebanon commissioned Social Impact

(S1) through itsPerformance Management and Supp@rbogram for Lebanon (PMSPL )lactivity, to

conduct a submationally representative Citizen Perception SurveyQLH e purpose of the CPS is to

provide robust data to validatesome of the findings from recent assessments conducted for
USAID/Lebanon, includingolitical economy, gender, and economic growth assessndrite CPS

providesin depthfindings from acroséebanm 6 s ci ti zenry on topics raisec
primarily utilized qualitative data from sector experts, government officither stakeholders, and small

number of focus group discussiorighe findings from the CP&re currently being gedto inform the

devel opment of USAI D/ Lebanonds new Country Devel o]

2 METHODOLOGY

Sldesigned and manag#te CP$ and subcontracted a Lebanese firm, Information International (li), to
administer the survey between May addly 19. An overview of theCPSmethodology is presented
below, with additional detaiincludedin Annexl.

2.1 QUESTIONNAIRE

S| designed the questionnaire with feedback from USAID/Lebanon, integrating best practices from other
existing surveys and literature. Seraurvey questions were suggested by USAID as well as members of
the assessment teanfSl consulted existing validatedrvey tools, such as the Arab Barometer, and prior
surveys commissioned by USAID in Lebanibmeviewed the questionnaire to ensure cgtons were
properly contextualized, translated the questionnaire into Arabic, and bacislated it to Englistio

ensure intended meanings and concepts were preserved. The instrumemqresssted and piloted prior

to data collectionThe finalCPSquedionnaire is provided in Annex Il

2.2 SAMPLING

S| calculated sample size requirements based on stamaaiesneters forpopulationbased surveysas
well as inputs such as design effects gleaned from similar surveys in this édrdextow for subnationad
representation(i.e. stratification) by each afie nine governoratedthe required sample size from this
calculéion was multiplied by ninandthen proportionally allocatedcross each of the governorates based
on population estimatesbtained from tle Lebanon Ministry of HealtBtatistical Bulletifor 20163

All nine governorates and all 26 districts in Lebamoa represented in our sample. Within each district,
the number of clusters (primary sampling uftSU} comprised of villages, towns, subsections of
large villages and towns), were first selected by probability proportional to size (PP&¥xges.towns
and villages had a higher probability of being chosen within each disfiociseholds were then selected
systematically from withieach PSWising a randorwalk approach, originating from a central landmark
in each PSU and using a randormier table to select buildings/dwellings to be interviewdthin each
sampled householdespondents were selected from among eligible indived(lzebanese citizens, aged

1 Population proportion 50%, margin of error £5 percentage points, confidence level 95%, design effect 1.75

2 Includes Keserwadbeil, the newest governorate not yet fully implementednterly part of Mount Lebanorgovernorate.

3 Ministry of HealthStatistical Bulletin provides governoragpecific population estimates; the 2016 Statistical Bulletin was the
most recent Statistical Bulletin available at the time that the CPS survey wiasee.

4 District- and PSklevel population information was hieby Information International.
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18 to 65), based on whose birthday would occur next, taking into consideratioaskgned sex for each
interview in order to enforce gender balance across the respondent.pool

2.3 DATA COLLECTION

Following the finalization of thguestionnaire, enumerator training was held in May 2019 in Beirut, led by

li and attended by Sl representatives. Enumerators were recruited from each governorate to ensure
cognizance of local norms in each location. Enatogrtraining consisted of clagssm-based lessons,
practical exercises and mock interviews, and a pilot exercise. Fieldwork was conducted between May and
June 2019.

All data collection was conducted electronically using tablets with SurveyCTO, a makiledlection
software built upm the Open Data Kit (ODK) platformSIprogrammed the electronic survey, including

a range of robust constraints, validations, to tightly enforce survey logic and maintain a high level of quality
control. In addition to thee frontend controls,Slcompletd independent higfrequency (twiceweekly)

data quality checks throughout the duration of data collection.

A total of 8,091 households were interviewed from across Lebanime allocationof the sampleby
governorate shwn is shown inTable1® and amap of sampled towns and villagegrovidedin Figurel.

TABLE 1. ALLOCATION OF SAMPLE ACROSS GOVERNORATES

Governorate & District N (%) Ezt lett?:n?overnorate

Akkar 573 (7.1%) 306,733 (7%)
Baalbek-Hermel 605 (7.5%) 323,883 (7%)
Beirut 754 (9.3%) 407,453 (9%)
Begaa 552 (6.8%) 297,080 (7%)
Keserwan-Jbeil 485 (6.0%) 260,192 (6%)
Mount Lebanon 2,397 (29.6%) 1,290,553 (30%)
Nabatieh 611 (7.6%) 329,803 (8%)
North 1,171 (14.5%) 632,222 (15%)
South 943 (11.7%) 507,995 (12%)
Total 8,091 (100%) 4,355,914 (100%)

5 A summary of the allocation of the sample across districts is provided in Annex I.
6 Source: Ministry of Health 2016 Statistical Bulletin. See also foo8iote
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FIGURE 1. SAMPLED TOWNS AND VILLAGES
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2.4  ANALYSIS

Slindependently conducted the data analysis and prepared the results. While the saasptesigned
using probabilitproportional to sizemethods, sampling weights were applied to account for the clustered
design(for detail, seeAnnex ). Results presente in this report are weighted estimates

Most results are disaggregated ggvernorate sex, age group (youth/neyouth), and settlement type
(rural/urban) while a small number of indicators are further disaggregated in other ways to highlight
important findings between additional sgjpoups of interest in this contextyouth is defined amrding

to USAID definitionsgcomprised of individuals between the ages of 18 and 29, inclix®dge.g. villages

or towns) were classified as urban/runasing infomation heldby li, based on proximity to the urban
centersor centersof the district, populationsize andmain economic activities.

2.5 DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

Characteristics of the sample ashownin Table2 andTable3; each tableontains information aboui)

the sample of respondentthat were interviewed (nweighted samplelnd (b) characteristics of the
sample after application of household sampling weidthts.unweighted datahows information about
the actualhouseholds or individuathat were sampled for the survef¥he weightel dataadjuss for the
cluster desig, anddescribeghe adjustedample upon which all results presented in the report are bdsed.
Weighted estimates are accompanied956 confidence interval@hichcan be interpreted as the likely
range within which th true population parameter lieslt is important to note some caveatdor
interpretation The CPS was designed as a household surveyeaspdndents were limited to thosagel

18 to 65.Informationnecessary for the application of individielel weighs were thus not collectedas
part of the CPSmeaning that weighted estimates approximate characteristics onthiforelevantsub
set of Lebanonds pas pvithl mepdt poputationbased hoasehmld surveysthe
guestionnaire was administt during normal business hours which may affect, to some extént, is
availablen any given household to respond to the suryacluding in terms of age, education level, and
relationship to headf household.The intention of presenting weighted salmgharacteristics for the
CPS igthus to demonstrate the demographic characteristics thaiderlie the results presented in the
remainder of the reportA description of the weighted estimates of salscharacteristics is below.

Demographics: In our sampe, the average age was about 39 years of age. The sample was comprised of
about 69% noryouth (ages 3®5) and 31% youth (ages-28). In total, about two thirds of the sample

were either the head of household, or spouse of head of househaldanibther 3% of cases, the
respondent was the child of head of household. The sample was split evenly with 50% females and 50%
males. About 52% of the sample had secondary or tertiary education, while 10% had only primary, and 3%
had no education. In ousample, jusabout two thirds (64%) reported total family monthly income of
between 500 to 200@nited States Dollarsi{SD); 14% reported less, and 17% reported mére.

7 In our case, because of aspects of the way the sample was designed (specifically, allocation of the sample propazgonal to si
and selection of clusters with probability proportional to size), the uniieid and weighted estimates are similar.

8 Technically, the 95% confidence intervals can be interpreted as follows: if 100 independent samples were to be taken from the
population, the estimated quantity in 95 of the 100 samples would lie within that.range

9 Income was measured on the survey through a mukgbleice question with the ranges as shown in the tables; raw numbers
were not requested in order to mitigate the sensitivity of the question to some degree, so reporting mean or median is not
possibé.
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Confession, Identity, and Political Affiliation: In terms of confessional breakdownyrosample wa
comprised of about 28% Sunni, 25% Shia, and 20% Maronite, with another 13% in other Christian
denominationgGreek Orthodox, Greek Catholic, Armenian Orthodox, and Armenian Cathadiodl 9.5%

in other Muslim(Druz and Alawi) Just under 4% dhe samplaefused to indicate their confession. The
survey also asked respondents to indicdle most important identifier for themselves, other than
Lebanese. Most frequently, respondents identify with region (31%) over any other identifier, other than
Lebanese, hile another 20% said their most important identifier is religibhnis in and of itself is a major
finding, indicating that strong local affiliations supersede other ways that citizens might identify themselves.

Despite the question asking fadentifier other than Lebanesill over 13% of the sample insisted on
answering the guestPAnohemikon daid thdir enbshimporsart identifier other
than Lebanese was their local community or cB9p said tribe/extended familgnd 2% said gditical
affiliation, while 6% refused to indicate.

The CPS also asked respondents to indicatech ofthe politicalparties most represented them. Over

half of the sample (just over Dbh%)salsaecdhprimpatamtd t h a't
finding in its own right, indicating that the majority of citizens dofieet that any political party represents

them, andechdngsentiments of the latest widespread protests across the country.

The second most frequent response lagged far belttiatl, with 11%indicatingthat Hezbollahwas the
party that best reflected their interest&ach of the other parties were mentioned byssethan 10% of
citizens and about 3.5% refadto indicatethe party which theyelt most represented their interest

Confessional Breakdown by Governorate W e also present the confessional breakdown by governorate
(Tabk 4). This is shown to underscore the poititat in some cases governorate and confession are tightly
linked, while in othercases confessional identity within a given governorate is more diversex&oipée,

the governorates of Akka(Sunni 71%), Baalbélermel (Shia 72%), Keserwdbeil (79% Maronite),
Nabatieh (70% Shiand North (64% Sunni),laontain populationsnore than two thirds ofrespondents

are of a single confession. In contrast, BeiB#gaa, Mount Lebanoand South demonstrate relatively
more diversity.It is also important to emphasize that CPS results are based on current residence, which
may be expecteda differ from confessional distribution based on official vategistration data, because
registration is by birthplace. Confessional breakdown in the CPS also represents percentage of
households, which may differ to a small extent from the distributignnalividual, which is not estimated

by the CPS across the ergipopulation.

As might be expectedeirut and Mount Lebanon display the greatest amount of confessional diversity,
with no single confession representing more than about one third of theardents from each of those
governoratesin Begaathe highest prcentage of respondents were Sunni (about 47%)alad included

a sizable portion of other Christian denominations (269alf of the respondents from South governorate
were Shiawhile andher 28% were Sunni.

This category was created for those who used the 0other, sp
the question; for this reason, the true percentage of people
underesimated, since only those who felt strongly enough to insist will be captured in that line.
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TABLE 2. SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS

Mean
Median

39.5 (Standard deviation: 14.0)
39 (Interquartile range: 27, 50)

Mean [95% Confidence Interval]

39.4 [39.0,39.8]
n/a

Age Group N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

Youth (18-29)
Non-Youth (30-65)

Sex

Female
Male

2543 (31.4%)
5548 (68.6%)

31.4% [30.2,32.7]
68.6% [67.3,69.8]

N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

4,041 (49.9%)
4,050 (50.1%)

49.9% [49.6,50.2]
50.1% [49.8,50.4]

Relationship to Head of Household N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

Head of household
Spouse of head of household
Child of head of household

2,957 (36.5%)
2,471 (30.5%)
2,497 (30.9%)

Parent of head of household 82 (1.0%)
Sibling of head of household 66 (0.8%)
Other relative of head of household 11 (0.1%)
Other, specify 7 (0.1%)

36.8% [35.9,37.8]
30.5% [29.7,31.4]
30.6% [29.4,31.9]
1% [0.7,1.2]
0.8% [0.6,1.1]
0.2% [0.1,0.3]
0.1% [0.0,0.2]

Highest Level of Education Completed N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

None

Primary

Intermediate

Secondary

Tertiary (university or higher)

Vocational training after primary

247 (3.1%)
788 (9.8%)
1,763 (21.9%)
2,487 (30.8%)
2,313 (28.7%)
124 (1.5%)

Vocational training after secondary 324 (4.0%)
Don't know 4 (0.0%)
Refused 15 (0.2%)

3.2% [2.8,3.7]
10.1% [9.3,10.9]
21.3% [20.4,22.3]
31% [29.9,32.2]
28.7% [27.5,30.0]
1.5% [1.3,1.8]
4% [3.5,4.5]

0% [0.0,0.1]
0.2% [0.1,0.3]

Total Family Monthly Income N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

11

Less than 500 USD
501-1000 USD
1001-2000 USD
2001-3500 USD

3501 or more USD
Dondét know

Refused

1,081 (13.4%)
2,286 (28.3%)
2,784 (34.4%)
1,198 (14.8%)
280 (3.5%)
175 (2.2%)
287 (3.5%)

| Lebanon Citizen Perception Survey (CPS)201

13.8% [12.7,14.8]
29.4% [28.1,30.6]
34.5% [33.3,35.8]
14.2% [13.3,15.2]
3.1% [2.7,3.5]
2% [1.6,2.4]
3.1% [2.6,3.8]
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TABLE 3. SAMPLE CONFESSION, IDENTITY, AND POLITICAL AFFILIATION

5

Sunni

Shia

Maronite

Other Christian *
Other Muslim *
Other, specify
Doné6t know

Refused

Most important identifier, other than Lebanese

Region

Religion

Respondent insisted: Lebanese only
Local community/city

Ethnicity

Tribe/extended family

Political affiliation

Other, specify

Doné6t know

Refused

2,244 (27.7%)
1,896 (23.4%)
1,727 (21.3%)
1,133 (14%)
716 (8.8%)
48 (0.6%)

3 (0.0%)

324 (4.0%)

28% [26.1,29.9]
25.2% [23.2,27.2]
19.9% [18.3,21.6]
13.1% [11.6,14.7]
9.5% [8.2,10.9]
0.5% [0.3,0.7]
0% [0.0,0.1]
3.8% [3.3,4.4]

% [95% Confidence Interval]

N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

2396 (29.6%)
1610 (19.9%)
1293 (16.0%)
920 (11.4%)
604 (7.5%)
427 (5.3%)
176 (2.2%)
45 (0.6%)
155 (1.9%)
465 (5.7%)

31.2% [29.8,32.6]
20% [18.9,21.2]
13.4% [12.4,14.5]
12.2% [11.4,13.1]
7.2%1[6.5,7.9]
5.1% [4.5,5.8]
2.2%[1.9,2.5]
0.6% [0.4,0.8]
1.8% [1.5,2.2]
6.3% [5.5,7.2]

Political Party Affiliation ** N (%) % [95% Confidence Interval]

No Party Represents Me
Hezbollah

Future Movement

Free Patriotic Movement
Lebanese Forces

Amal

Progressive Socialist Party
Kataeb

Marada

Tachnag

Syrian Social Nationalist Party
Other, Specify

Dondét Know
Refused

4,580 (56.6%)
802 (9.9%)
518 (6.4%)
433 (5.4%)
411 (5.1%)
406 (5.0%)
301 (3.7%)

55.4% [53.9,56.9]
10.8% [9.7,12.0]
6.3% [5.6,7.2]
5.1% [4.3,5.9]
4.8% [4.0,5.7]
5.5% [4.9,6.3]
4% [3.3,4.8]

85 (1.1%) 0.9%1[0.7,1.2]
50 (0.6%) 0.8% [0.6,1.1]
47 (0.6%) 0.6% [0.3,1.2]
34 (0.4%) 0.4% [0.3,0.6]
114 (1.4%) 1.6% [1.3,1.9]
28 (0.3%) 0.3% [0.2,0.5]

282 (3.5%) 3.5% [3.0,4.1]

Notes: *Other Christian includes Greek Orthodox (8.3%), Greek Catholic (3.9%), Armenian Orthodox (1.2%), and Armenian Catholic
(0.6%). Other Muslimcludes Druz (8.4%) and Alawi (0.8#)le Druz is usually thought of as a distinct rétigiomernment
allocations of public offices they are categorized as Muslims, i.e. within the 50% Muslim sti@Qeeastipoverthe survey asked

which political parhtiycy hmodt trhepmpeodeéntiedlt pam.t i®W most repr e:
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TABL E 4. CONFESSIONAL BREAKDOWN BY  GOVERNORATE , BASED ON RESIDENCE

Percent and [95% Confidence Interval]
Key: Darker shading denotes higher percentage

Baalbek- Keserwan- Mount N South

Confession Hermel Beirut Jbeil Lebanon

sunmi 12% 33.5% 7% 5.3% 27.8%
(6.1,22.4] = [27.2,40.4] 0114  [4999  [299.7] [21.2,35.6]
shia 0% 24.9% 10% 8.8% 14.9% 0.4%
b [19.7,31.0] [4.7,201] [3.221.6] [11.3,19.3] (0.2,1.1]
Maronite 8.8% 5.4% 14.9% 9.4% 27.4% 9.7% 16.9% 6.8%
[4416.7] [21,130] [105205] [5.9,14.5] [24031.0] [50,181] [13.820.6] [4.510.0]
other Chistian 15.6% 8.8% 11.8% 25.5% 6.2% 12.9% 10.7% 16.3% 9.3%
[0.1.255] [41,17.8] [85162] [17.4356] [2.3,157] [11.2,149] [6.217.8] [13.1,20.0] [6.1,14.0]
. 4% 0.1% 3.2% 5.6% . 31.9% 3.9% 1.1% 0.3%
Other Muslim [1.311.6] [0007] [1952  [2810.9] 0% 2713700 [1882] [0523]  [0.1,10]
. 0.4% 0.9% 1.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6%
0, 0, 0,
Other, specify % 0125  [0519 = [0.44.9] [0.1,1.9] [0.5,1.1] 0% % 0214
0% 0.1%
g 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Don't know 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% [0.0,0.3] 0% [0.0,0.6] 0%
Refused 0.5% 1.4% 10.8% 1.6% 5.3% 5.2% 0% 1.4% 5.3%
0216 [0630] [82142 [0830]  [2896]  [416.6] 0922  [3.7.7.5]

Note: Quantitieme the weighted estimates of confessional breakdown by govenesaitddhatving the application of survey weights.
Househottevel weights were applied. Indivéhehlwveights were not applBRIS results are based on current residenceyayhioeh
expected to differ from confessional distribution based on official voter registration data, because regiptest@rOsrifgdsivimal
breakdown in the CP&akpresents percentage of households, which may differ to a small taeeligtiibation by individual, which

is not estimated by the CPS across the entire population.
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2.6 STRUCTURE OF REPORT

Resultsof the CPSare presented inthree sections in &nment with the assessmentsat SI Lebanon
completed forUSAID/Lebanon ahead of the new CDCS, including: (1) Political Ecoii@)rfyconomic
Growth, and (3) Gender. Important gender differences under political economy and economic growth are
discussed ithose sections, while the gender section mainly discugseder norms and attitudes toward
womends empower ment .

In the body of this report, disaggregations that highlight important differences in results acrag®apb
are discussedGiven the breadthof the dataset, the report does not discuss results acrabgpossible
disaggregationfor every indicator particularly where results for sufgroups do not differ meaningfully
from the overall results. However, data tables showing all disaggregatsowglleaas confidence intervals
and the results of statistad tests for significance of differences in results byguaoip, can be found in
Annexlll. Additionalon-demand analysis can als® conducted upon requesty USAID

2.7 DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS

Folowing review and approval by USAID/Lebanon, the @R& report will be posted on the USAID
Development Experience Clearinghouse (DEC) and théaldatified dataset will be posted on th¢SAID
Development Data Library (DDL). Preliminary results were pdad at two time points during data
collection to USAID to provide inputs for early stages of the new CDCS developmigitial analysis of

the final resultsvaspresented to Program Office and Technical Office staff at USAID/Lebanon in October
2019. Furher dissemination can be conducted upon request by USAID.

usaid.gov Lebanon Cizen Perception Survey (CPS) 2019 14



3 POLITICAL ECONOMY : FINDINGS

The USAID Political Economy Assessm@PEA)was completed in March 2019. This study was designed

to increase USAIDwider United States (S Embassy, and donor commitynunderstanding of political
economy constraints and oppoinities that affect development programing. As with the other
assessments covered in this report, the assessment used desk research and qualitative field work to
answer a set of research quest@rmhe CPS was designed to validate key findings fronegi@trthrough

a populatiorbased surveyPEAfindingswere used to informCPS instrument design.

3.1 ECONOMIC SITUATION

The CPS asked respondents about their perception of the economic situatiorbambe, as well as the
economic situation of o0ne daoverwhelmmpmaeraylf90%)odfcitizéns ndi n g
believe the Lebanese economy is either badery bad and 79% believe it has gotten somewhat or much

worse over the past five yas Figure2). This finding, though perhaps not unexpected in the context of
knownissuesas highlighted in thé’EA is critical important especially insofar as it accurately projects the

driving attitudes toward the current ecomoic and political crisis and related public protests across
Lebanon.

An overwhelming majority (90%)tizkeaois believe the Lebae economy is either bad or very
and 79% believe it has gotten somewhat or much worse over the past five years

Looking aheadalmost half of the population believes the situation will continue to worsen (46%) and a
further 21% believe it will stagnate in its current state over the next-fiwa period. The CPS results
track closely with findings from other surveyRastArab Barometer surveysave found thathe vast
majority of Lebanese citizens thought the economituation wasad or very bad96% in 2007, 93% in
2011, and 90% in 201dnthe 2016 Arab Barometey 86%o0f respondentglid not believe the economy
waslikely to get better during the next five yeatsThese results collectivelgemonstrate that over the

last decade, Lebanese citizens hewasistentlywiewed theeconomicsituation as bad or very badt any
given point in timewhile simultaneously expectingcantinueddownward trend

There was little deviation across governorates, with the important exception of Nabatieh, where relatively
fewer (68%) described the current situati as bad/very bad (not shown). In Nabatieh, a sizable proportion
of citizens perceived the former, currerend futureeconomic situations to be average and unchanging
(41% 5 years ago, 30% currently, and 46% in 5 y&ams) potential contributing factoto this resultcould

be thatHezbollah provides a range sbcialserviceso certain segmentsf the govenorate,which could
shield somdrom the consequences of broader economic downturn them to a certain extéig.worth
noting thatHezbollah is nbthe only political party that provides social serviaasd characterizinghe

reach of such services praad by different parties or nogovernmental organizationis beyond the
scope of this surveyAt the national level, there was no substantial défee in outlook between youth

and nonyouth, male and female, or urban and rural residents, relative t@tiezall results.

Senti ment about oneds own household was somewhat
economy(Figure3). More than half (54%) saidtheth e i r own househol dds curren

11 Arab Barometer (2007); Arab Barometer (2011); Arab Barometer (2016)
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average, 13% said it is good/very good, and 33% said it is bad/ve8titbadl% said that their economic
situation was somewhat or much better five years.dgore than a third(37%)said that they expect their
ownhousehol do&ssguatienctabe samewhat or much bettén the next five years, whil26%
expect it to be the same, and 20% expect it to be somewhat or much worse.

FIGURE 2. PERCEPTION OF ECONO MIC SITUATION IN LEBANON

100% Bad
90%
Better
79%
75%
Worse
50% 46%

Bett Same
25% Same eter 21%
16% 18%
Worse
5%
0% |
Five years ago Current situation Five years from now

FIGURE 3. PERCEPTION OF ECONOMIC SITUATION IN OWN HOUSEHOLD

100%
Better
75% 71%
Average
54%
50%
Bad
33%
Same
25% 2o
0 Good
13%
Worse
0% |
Five years ago Current situation Five years from now
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3.2 SUBJECTIVE SOCIAL STATUS

Respondents were asked tate on a tenpoint scalehow they perceived their own househdids st andi

relative to (a) others in Lebanon, and (b) others in their community, defined however most meaningful to
them12 The scale ranged frorth (worst off) to 10 (best off).Resultsdemonstrate pervasive pessimis
withregardtoc i t i z e ns 0 theieowr stapding relative @aofothers in Lebanon as welfedative

to others withintheir own communities. Most rate themselves worse off (1 through 5), relative to others
in Lebanon (77%) as well as relative thers in their own community (64%)-igure4).

Breakdown by major confessions shows tt&inniare more likely to see themselves as worse off
compared to others in Lebam but are less pessimistabout their standing in their own commuriés
Maronite and Shia groups mclosely resembled the overall resulia all governorates, most rated
themselves worse off relative to others in Leban(ffigure5), with particular pessimisnevidentin
Nabatieh, Akkar, Baalbékermel, North, and Beqgaavhere 89% or more rated themselvdsetween 1
and 5.In Nabatieh, 89%lso rated themselves between 1 and 5 relative to their own commugity in
Mount Lebanon and South governorates did ménan 50% rate themselves between 6 and 10 relative
to their own comnunity.

FIGURE 4. SUBJECTIVE SOCIAL STATUS , BY CONFESSION

Total Maronite
mlLebanon mCommunity mLebanon = Community
30% 30%
20% 20%
- I | ‘Ill | I N ‘ "“ “ ‘
0% I I I I II - 0% I I I . | _I
23458678910 2345678910
sSunni Shia
m | ebanon ®Community | ebanon ®Community
30% 30%
20% 20%
N |I‘ ‘I‘ - ‘ ‘l‘ll I‘ |
0% I I IIII I_l- 0% II I I II -
2 345678910 23 4567 8910

12 MacArthur scale of subjective social status (Adler & Stewart 2007); questions e8 and3oquestionnaire (see Annex ).
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FIGURE 5. SUBJECTIVE SOCIAL STATUS , BY GOVERNORATE
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3.3 GOVERNMENT EFFECTIVENESS

The CPS uncovered deep dissatisfaction with government on a numblevelfs, validating previous
surveys in Leband®) as well ageinforcing thebackdropagainst which theecent largescale protests
have occurred. The CPS found thaiore thanthree in four respondents thought the new government
will be less effectiveirdad r e s si ng L e bcmpanediats preteacssbrgFigyres)sandonly
14% agreed that the new government would be more effective than its predecessnvslevels of
sentiment were observed across all governorates, \thitn highest level of optimismoih exceeding 29%,
as observed in Akkar governorate. The lowest level of optimism was expressed in Nabatieh, where only
2% thoughthe new government will be more effective than its predecessbhgre were no meaningful
differencesin the percentage of didens reporting disagree or strongly disagrbetween males and
females (76% and 78%, respectively), youth andynath (77%each), or rural and urban residents (78%
and 77%, respectively)

FIGURE 6. PERCEPTION OF GOVERNMENT EFFEC TIVENESS

m Agree or Strongly Agree m Disagree or Strongly Disagree

23%

1% % )
o 72% 76% 73% o
82%

88%

Akkar Baalbek- Beirut Begaa Keserwan- Mount Nabatiech North South Total
Hermel Jbeil Lebanon

13 Arab Barometer 20169thers TBD [will be filled in final draf]
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3.4 CONFIDENCE IN LEADERS

Respondents were asked to indicate theimfidence in each of several groups of leaders, with confidence
measured as théevel of agreement or disagreement about whetlegach group of leadereffectively
address citizen eeds.Overall, confidencén leadersis low across the board@ there were nogroups in
which a majority of citizensexpressed confidenceFigure 7). However, there were still important
variations worh noting. Citizens expressed thaghest level of confidence (47#)municipal leaderd

this wasthe only groupwhere the percentage adgreement exceeded the percentage of disagreement.

Still, the takeawagegarding municipalities not exclusivelyositive, since more than one third disagreed
or strongly disagreed (35%)at municipalities were effectively meeting citizen ne&dsther, this varies
substantially by governorat&dble5). In Beirut (23%) and Nabatieh (25%)nfidence is low, compared
to Begaa (60%), Nabatieh (76%), and South (687%)also worth noting thaCivil Society Organizations
(CSO0s) receivedhe seconéhighest level of confiden¢82% compared to others. Thisnay highlighthe
growing role of civisociety in providing alternatives to traditional state services.

Levels ofconfidence were particularly low fanembers ofparliament K1IPg and Ministers. This result is
relatively consistent across governorates. Confidence in civil servants is alsewéoall but varies across
governoratesd from 5% in Keserwaidbeil to 49% in Beqgaa. Residents of Akkar are much more likely to
have lower cofidence in leaders of political parties. They are also more likely to report lower confidence
in the Qaemagam, algnwith those from Keserwaidbeil and Mount Lebanon. Similarly, confidence in the
governor (muhafiz) for each governorate varies widely, raggrom 38% in Begaa to 86% in Nabatikh.

is worth noting that large portions of citizens sagt o n 6 t 6 akautdowval appointed administrative
leaders (muhafiz and gaemagawmhich suggests lack of knowledge of the specific individual or work of
those dficials Lastly, confidence in CSOs is higher in Keserdagil (51% agreement) and Nabatieh (42%
agreement) compad to other areas.

FIGURE 7. CONFIDENCE IN LEADERS

Percen%)agreemerthat each group effectively meets citisels ne

m Disagree/Strongly Disagree mNeutral m Agree/Strongly Agree

Don't Know:

Municipal Leaders 35% 47% 1%
Civil Society Organizations 44% 32% 7%
Civil Servants/public sector employees 59% 21% 3%

Leaders of major political parties 67% 16% 3%
Muhafiz 42% 13% 16%

MPs or Ministers 81% 9% 2%
Qaemagam 53% 9% 25%

Note: Leader groups are sorted in descending order based on the value of agreement (agree or strongly agree).
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TABLE 5. CONFIDENCE IN LEADERS TO MEET CI T | Z ENEEDS, BY GOVERNORATE

Agreement =

Akkar Baalbek
Hermel

Leaders o jor

OAgr Pesapgrs8emengkFyoBRgsagbépe or

; Keserwan- Mount 8
o | oo | S5 | U0 | i | o | o |

political parties

Disagreement 81% 64% 71% 64% 69% 68% 61% 68% 51%
Neutral 6% 16% 16% 10% 16% 15% 14% 10% 21%
Agreement 10% 18% 11% 21% 15% 14% 24% 13% 28%
Don't Know 2% 2% 1% 5% 0.2% 3% 0% 9% 0.3%
Refused 0.4% 0.2% 1% 0.2% 1% 0.3% 0% 0.3% 0%
Disagreement 82% 86% 84% 72% 73% 85% 87% 76% 7%
Neutral 8% 7% 8% 9% 15% 7% 6% 10% 11%
Agreement 9% 5% 6% 17% 12% 5% 7% 11% 12%
Don't Know 1% 2% 1% 2% 0.3% 2% 0% 3% 0%
Refused 0.4% 0% 1% 0% 0.3% 0.1% 0% 0.2% 0%
Disagreement 65% 51% 50% 38% 67% 53% 86% 50% 48%
Neutral 11% 18% 26% 15% 15% 15% 7% 13% 16%
Agreement 13% 14% 9% 28% 7% 11% 7% 11% 23%
Don't Know 11% 16% 15% 19% 11% 21% 0.4% 26% 14%
Refused 0% 0% 1% 0% 0.4% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0.1%
Disagreement 65% 49% 42% 31% 67% 53% 88% 43% 47%
Neutral 10% 16% 25% 12% 15% 15% 7% 11% 11%
Agreement 13% 8% 7% 19% 7% 7% 5% 9% 8%
Don't Know 13% 27% 25% 38% 11% 25% 0.4% 37% 34%
Refused 0% 0% 1% 0% 0.2% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0.4%
Disagreement 51% 46% 53% 30% 20% 28% 15% 55% 16%
Neutral 16% 13% 23% 10% 33% 16% 9% 16% 17%
Agreement 33% 39% 23% 60% 46% 54% 76% 25% 67%
Don't Know 1% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 0.1%
Refused 0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0% 0.1% 0% 0.4% 0%
Disagreement 58% 54% 63% 37% 7% 59% 68% 50% 72%
Neutral 12% 14% 22% 11% 18% 19% 13% 18% 17%
Agreement 28% 28% 14% 49% 5% 20% 19% 22% 10%
Don't Know 2% 1% 1% 3% 0.4% 2% 0% 10% 1%
Refused 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0% 0%
Disagreement 59% 53% 32% 43% 31% 43% 43% 44% 50%
Neutral 10% 15% 24% 11% 16% 19% 15% 15% 21%
Agreement 27% 25% 33% 37% 51% 30% 42% 25% 26%
Don't Know 4% 6% 10% 10% 1% 8% 0.3% 16% 3%
Refused 0% 0.2% 1% 0% 1% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0.2%
21 | Lebanon Citizen Perception Survey (CPS)201 usaid.gov
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3.5 TRUSTININSTITU TIONS

Respondents were asked whether their level of trust in various institutions had incredse@ased, or
stayed the same over the last five ye#r€itizens expressed high levels of increased trust in institutions
related to security especially thd.ebanese Armed Forces (LAFdr which 86% of citizens reported
increased trust in the last fivgears followed by General Security (51%) and Internal Security Forces
(ISFjPolice (39%]Figure8). Conversely, approximately two itds of respondents reported decesed

trust in Parliament and the Council of Ministers over the last five years. A sizeable portion also reported
decreasing trust in the Banque du Liban (BDL) (43%) and the Judiciary@iZe. trust in municipalities,

in contrast, is somewhat more fakable, with 35% reporting increased trust in the last five years.

Approximately two thirds of respondents reported decreased trust in Parliament and tl
Ministers over the last five years.omheinstitutions that saw a net increasesinwiere thos:
associated with security (LAF, general security, ISF/Police) and municipalities

Changes with regard to trust in municipalitigaried across governorategigure9), with the greatest
increasesbservedin Suth (58%),Nabatieh 67%),Mount Lebanon (44%gnd Beqaa4(1%).Results in
Nabatieh are also notable fokey differencesfrom the overall treml, whee trust has increased
substantially for the LAF but not for General Security or ISF/Pphoel where écreased trust in BDL
was particularly pronounce(®2%).

FIGURE 8. TRUST IN INSTITUTIONS , CHANGE OVER FIVE YEARS

m Decreased m Stayed The Same ® Increased

Don't Know:
Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) 2‘3/ 0.3%
General Security 8% 20% 51% 2%
Internal Security Forces (ISF) / Police 19% 20% 39% 1%
Municipalities 26% 19% 35% 1%
Banque du Liban (BDL) 10%
Judiciary 41% 20% 13% 5%

Parliament 65% 14% 3§ 2%
Council of Ministers 66% 14% YA 2%

14 The questionnaire asked about changes from the past butatidsk citizens to rate their past or currerévelof trust. In
some cases, current lewetan be inferred to some degree from the previous section regarding confidence that specific types of
leaders meet citizen needs.
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FIGURE 9. TRUST IN INSTITUTIONS, CHANGE OVER

Akkar
mDecreased mSame mincreased
g4 90% |

LAF
General Security
ISF/Police

Municipalities

BDL 28% 159
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Parliament [ 60% | EEA
vinisters | %
Beqaa
#Decreased ®WSame Mincreased
LAF 5% 87%
General Security 9%

ISF/Police

Municipalities

BDL
Judiciary
Parliament
Ministers
Nabatieh
mDecreased MSame MIncreased
LAF 0.49 3%

General Security 3%

ISF/Police 3%

Municipalities 5% 57%

BDL
Judiciary
Parliament

Ministers

9%

13% 59%

Baalbek-Hermel

LAF

General Security
ISF/Police
Municipalities
BDL

Judiciary
Parliament

Ministers

mDecreased mSame mincreased

Keserwan-Jbeil

LAF
General Security
ISF/Police

Municipalities

BDecreased ®WSame MIncreased

g 82% |

22%  23%

BDL
Judiciary 28% Ik
Parliament
Ministers 1%
North

LAF

General Security
ISF/Police
Municipalities
BDL

Judiciary
Parliament

Ministers

BDecreased ®WSame MIncreased

13% 60%

49% 17%

30%

[ 69% ____E&
[ 65% [0

FIVE YEARS, BY GOVERNORATE

Beirut

LAF
General Security
ISF/Police

Municipalities

mDecreased mSame mincreased

2% 40%

BDL
Judiciary
Parliament 72% 5%
Ministers 73% 59
MountLebanon
BDecreased ®WSame MIncreased
LAF

General Security

ISF/Police
Municipalities 17% 44%
BDL
Judiciary
Parliament | IZZEEE: -
Ministers 75% 49
South
mDecreased WSame MIncreased
LAF 0 2~ [T
General Security 8% 49%

ISF/Police
Municipalities
BDL
Judiciary
Parliament

Ministers

24% 29%

8% 58%

9%
68% 8%

Note: Services are edrin descending order based on the overall results shown in the previous figure. In this figure, labels have been
abbreviated for brgyviLAF=Lebanese Armed Forces; ISF=Internal Security Forces; BDL=Banque du Liban; Ministers=Council of Ministers
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